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Shortly  after  the  San  Francisco  Public  Schools  Commission  was 
appointed,   it  became  clear  to  its  membership  that  a  major  problem  of 
the  School   District  was  the  inadequacy  of  its  management.     This  appeared 
to  us  to  result  from  a  number  of  factors  which  include: 

1.  Elected  Board  Members  too  often  respond  to  narrow  con- 
stituencies.    They  fail   to  make  clear  to  their  special 
interest  the  inter-relatedness  of  those  interests  to  the 
total   community.     Our  schools  will  effectively  perform 
only  to  the  extent  that  the  requirements  of  different  groups 
of  students  and  of  their  parents  are  woven  into  a  single 
balanced  system.-   We  believe  that  representative  government   ■ 
requires  elected  officials  not  only  to  speak  for  those 
groups  that  support  them  but  to  represent  the  best  interests 
of  the  entire  community  they  govern.     This  has  not  always 
been  evident,  and  is  not  evident  today  in  the  workings  of  the" 
School   Board. 

2.  The  School  Board  clearly  has  not  been  able  to  differentiate 
between  its  proper  role  as  a  policy-making  body  and  the 
executive  role  of  the  Superintendent.     We  admit  this  can  be 
a  difficult  task  in  a  public  body.     However  the  fact  that 
the  Board  has  clear  legal   responsibilities  for  the  governance 
of  the  District  does  not  necessarily  require  their  approval 
(other  than  de  facto)   of  each  official  executive  appointment 
or  cash  expenditure- in  the  system;  nor  does  delegation  re- 
quire surrender  of  ultimate  authority.     Indeed  experience  in 
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any  large  complex  organization  has  proven  that  only  a  hierarchy 
of  decentralized  authority—with  the  decision-making  pushed 
down  as  close  to  the  operational   point  as  possible—will ,  in 
the  long  run,  work. 
3.     The  School   Board  tends  to  conduct  its  business  in  a  manner 
inconsistent  with  sound  methods  of  deliberation  and  decision- 
making.    The  weekly  meetings  of  the  San  Francisco  School   Board 
are  a  trial,  both  to  its  members  and  the  audience.     Yet  it  is 
entirely  within  the  Board's  authority  to  rearrange  many  of  its 
own  priorities.     And  it  is  within  its  prerogative  to  alter  its 
own  business  procedures  —  including  the  frequency  of  meetings, 
the  make-up  of  the  agenda,  the  method  and  control   of  receiving 
public  advice,   its  physical   surroundings  — and  to  construct  an 
atmosphere  conducive  to  thoughtful  work. 
It  should  be  clear,  however,  that  management  refers  not  only  to  the 
Board  but  to  the  Chief  Executive  who  is  in  charge  of  the  administration 
of  the  district.     It  is  the  responsibility  of  the  Superintendent  to  work 
with  the  Board  in  the  development  of  policies;   and  then  to  carry  them  out 
in  as  effective  a  manner  as  possible.     Hi s  performance  will   be  judged— 
and  it  should  be  judged  rigorously  by  the  ability  with  which  he  does  so. 
To  perform  these  tasks,   he  must  be   given  the  tools  he  requires,  within 
reason.     The  most  important  is  his   ability  to  choose  the  key  men  and 
women  who  will   form  his  executive  team.     Without  this  freedom  of  choice, 
he  cannot  be  held  accountable  for  his  own  performance. 


It  is   also,  however,  the  responsibility  of  a  good  manager  to 
develop  a  close,  working  relationship  with  his  Board  as  well    as  with 
other  elements   in  the  educational    community.     He  must,   for  instance, 
strive  to  construct  a  consensus,   if  at  all   possible,  before  new  po- 
licies or  the  names  of  key  executives  are  submitted  tc  the  Board  for 
approval.     To  do  so,  intensive  consultation  with  Board  Members, 
both  individually  and  collectively,   is  essential.     A  District  with 
a  Board  and  Chief  Administrator  at  odds  with  one  another,  and  with- 
out mutual    confidence,   is  doomed  to  disarray,  escalating  costs,   and 
a  continuing  deterioration  of  educational  .quality. 

In   line  with  these  standards,  we  would  like  to  comment,  on  the 
actions  at  the  School   Board  meeting  of  October  14: 

"I.     It  was  a  mistake,  we  believe,   for  a  majority  of  the  School 
Board  to  turn  down,   in  the  manner  in  which  they  did,  the 
executive  team  recommended  by  the  Superintendent. 

At  least  one  member  of  the  School   Board  indicated  that 
■  his   refusal   to  approve  the  slate  in  part  was  based  on  the 
inadequacies  of  the  review  procedure  prior  to  the  meeting 
of  October  14.     To  the  extent  that  sufficient  prior  con- 
sultation did  not  occur,  it  was  most  unfortunate,  but  we 
believe  the  proper  action  by  the  majority  should  then  have 
been  a  motion  to  delay  action  for  another  week  until   further 
■     discussions  with  the  Superintendent  could  have  taken  place. 

Other  members  of  the  School   Board  stated  publicly  that  certain 


of  their  colleagues  intended  to  press  for  a  Deputy  Superinten- 
dent of  their  own  choice.     To  the  extent  that  this  was  true— 
and  it  is  denied  by  some—it  severely  undermines  the  basic 
principles  of  governance  we  have  continually  urged  upon  the 
Board. 

This  does  not  mean,  however,  that  the  advice,  as  well   as  the 
consent,  of  the  School   Board  in  these  matters  is  of  no  im- 
portance.    It  certainly  is,   as  is  the  advice,  to  a  lesser 
extent  of  course,  of  other  elements   in  the  educational   com-, 
munity.     As  an  example:     Although  this  Commission  has  not 
and  will   not  take  a  position  on  individuals  appointed  to 
the  management  team,  we  thought  our  experience  could  be  help- 
ful  in  defining  the  qualifications  required  for  certain  key 
positions.     Thus,  because  of  our  particular  emphasis  on  the 
need  for  a  labor  relations  officer,  with  the  responsibility 
both  for  collective  bargaining  and  the  supervision  of  griev- 
ances, we  advised  with  the  School   Board  in  a  formal   letter 
and  with  the  Superintendent  in  informal    consultations.     Mem- 
bers of  the  Commission  with   long  experience  in  labor  relations 
warned  the  Superintendent  that  San  Francisco  was  not  only  a 
strong  union  town,  but  a  somewhat  parochial   one.     They  pointed 
out  that  a  labor  relations  officer  from  outside  the  Bay  Area 
would  be  a  distinct  disadvantage  during  these  early  years- 
years  in  which  labor  problems  will   be  particularly  complex. 


It  seems  to  us  entirely  proper  for  the  Board  members  to  raise 
the  same  kind  of  questions  in  consultations  with  the  Superin- 
tendent.    If,  however,   after  hearing  this  advice,  he  insists 
that  his  confidence  in  a  particular  individual   is  so  strong 
that  he  wishes  to  take  the  responsibility  for  such  a  choice, 
this   decision  must,  we  believe,  be  honored,  the  selection 
approved,  and  the  Superintendent  held  accountable  for  the 
effectiveness  of  that  action. 

2.     Two  other  actions  taken  by  the  majority  vote  of  the  School 
Board  on  October  14,  equally  undermined  the  most  fundamental 
rules  of  sound  management.     A  majority  voted  to  place  cer- 
tificated children's  center  employees  on  the  same  calendar 
as  their  confreres  in  the  elementary  division.     A  majority 
also  voted  to  restore  preparatory  periods  for  teachers  that 
had  been  negotiated  out  of  the  final   memorandum  of  under- 
standing as  part  of  a  general   package  of  costs  and  benefits. 
•   Some  Board  Members  argued  that  additional   funds  had  been 
found  and  that  educational   needs  required  that  preparatory 
periods  be  given  first  priority  for  their  use. 

We  maintain  this  reasoning  was  faulty,  for  these  reasons: 
--The  five-year  revenue. projection  we  recently  presented  to 
you  indicates  a  decreasing  ability  of  the  District  to  finance 
its  essential    activities.     Despite  these  facts,  Board  Members 
continue  to  seize  on  ephemeral   pockets  of  "surplus"  funding 
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to  finance  pet  personal   projects.     And  they  do  so  without  an 
overall   study  of  required  priorities.     If  additional    funds 
were  available  (which  we  doubt)  what  evidence  has  been  presented 
that  such  monies  should  have  been  spent,   from  an  educational 
point  of  view,   for  preparation  periods   rather  than  for  a  number 
of  other  programs  of  equal,   if  not  greater  concern  to  students, 
parents  and  even  teachers?     As  far  as  we  know,  no  overall   sche- 
dule of  educational   priorities  exists,  or  has  been  approved  by 
the  Board. 

--Although  teacher  representatives  will   obviously  push  for 
the  greatest  advantage  for  their  members—particularly  when 
two  strong  organizations  are  already  beginning  to  position 
themselves  for  a  union  representation  election  next  year-- 
ultimately  their  interest  as  well   as  the  District's  is  best 
served  by  regular  procedures   for  stable  collective  bargain- 
ing.    This  will   not  happen  if  individual   members  of  the  School 
Board,   for  whatever  motives,   undermine  both  the  authority  of 
the  Superintendent  and  the  integrity  of  a  negotiated  and 
approved  agreement  by  urging  unilateral   grants  of  benefits. 

During  our  brief  existence,  this  Commission  and  its  members 
have  enjoyed  discussions,  both  formally  and  informally,  with 
members  of  the  School   Board  as  well   as  with  the  Superintendent 
and  we  have  had  utmost  cooperation  from  them.     We  are  con- 
vinced that  they  are  all   equally  motivated  to  develop  a  better 
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school   system  in  San  Francisco,  and  that  each  wishes  to  do 
what  he  or  she  can  to  forward  the  process.     Our  citicism  of 
the  Board  and  the  Superintendent,  when  they  appear  to  us  to 
be  wrong,  will   be  taken,  we  hope,  within  this  context. 

Sound  governance  and  management  is  the  first  requirement  for 
the  District.     The  meeting  of  October  14  did  not  meet  the  high 
standards  our  schools   require.     We,  therefore,  urge  that  the 
Superintendent  renew  consultation  on  executive  appointments 
with  the  members  of  the  Board  and  attempt  to  gain  a  consensus 
for  them;  secondly,  that  the  members  of  the  Board,  by  their 
own  action,  move  to  recommend  reconsideration  of  appointments 
previously  recommended  to  it,   including  any  revisions,  if  any, 
that  the  Superintendent  may  suggest. 

We  would  hope  that  through  this  process,  an  executive  team 
could  be  immediately  put  in  place  to  begin  to  meet  the  severe 
operational   problems  of  the  District. 
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